Younger, Tougher — and Forget ful 

A. „ Glimpse of the Old Bob Haldeman 
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Senate investigators yes- 
terday caught glimpses of 
another, tougher Bob Halde- 
man than the- soft-spoken, 
erew-eut witness who had 
cooperated with them 
through 2 V 2 days of difficult 
testimony. . 

Behind the mask of the 
ever-sniiling adman, Halde- 
man emerged on the final 
day of his testimony as the 
unrelenting White House 
chief of staff who divided 
the world into friends and 
enemies and gave scant 

quarter to the latter. 

“We need to get our peo- 
ple to put out the story on 
the foreign or Communist 
money that was used in sup- 
port of demonstrations 
against the President in 
1972,” this other Haldeman 
wrote to then-White House 
Counsel John W. Dean III 
on Feb. 10, 1973, three 

months after Mr. Nixon’s re- 
election landslide. “We 

should tie all 1972 demon- 
strations to McGovern and 
thus to tlie Democrats as 
part of the peace move- 
. ment.’ 

This was the same Halde- 
man who on Oct. 14, 1971, 
penciled in the word “good” 
alongside an advance man’s 
written prediction that Pres- 
ident Nixon would be 
greeted by “violence” and 
“obscene signs” when he at- 
tended Billy Graham Day 
ceremonies at Charlotte, 
N.C. When the advance man 
forecast t-hat Dr. Graham 
also would be a target, 
Haldeman added the nota- 
tion, “great.” 

This also was the same 
Haldeman who on Jan. 21, 
1970, responded succinctly 
to a wordy memo from Jeb 
Stuart Magruder, then a 
White House aide, on vari- 
ous alternatives for monitor- 


ing the press. “I’ll approve 
whatever will work and am 
concerned with results— -not 
methods,” Haldeman wrote 
on the Magruder memo. 

These reflections of 
Haldeman’s siege mentality 
were in sharp contrast to 
the amiable, even gentle, de- 
meanor that Haldeman pre- 
sented to the Watergate, com- 
mittee during the first day 
and a half of testimony. He 
was genial yesterday, too, 
but there was more bite to 
his answers, and less pa- 
tience by his attorney, John 
J. Wilson, with adversary 
questions from the commit- 
tee. 

Wilson was annoyed with 
Sen. Daniel Inouye (D-' 
Hawaii), who the attorney 
said had slurred his other 
client, John Ehrlichman, by 
calling him “a liar”. over an 
inadvertently live micro- 
phone. Yesterday, Wilson 
enlisted Chairman Sam Er- 
win’s cooperation in pre- 
venting Inouye from ques- 
tioning Haldeman about his 
combative role in Mr. Nix- 
on’s unsuccessful 1962 Cali- 
fornia gubernatorial cam- 
pain. 

The witness seemed less 
bothered by Inouye. than by 
Sen. Lowell Weicker, the 
histrionic Connecticut , Re- 
publican who took the- lead 
role in peeling off -.the layers 
from the earlier, more ami- 
able Haldeman. 

At one point Weicker at- 
tempted to invoke the 
“results not methods” memo 
notation by Haldeman as 
the operating, philosophy of 
the Haldeman White House. 

“Don’t you feel that might 
not have been the psychol- 
ogy that led to the excesses 
we’ve had described, to this 
committee?” Weicker asked. 

“No, I certainly': ddn’t,” 
Haldeman replied. 

Haldeman went on to say 


that his comment was lim- 
ited to the narrow scope of 
the memo and that he didn’t 
believe that a President 
ought to be elected on the 
basis of what Weicker called 
“Watergate-type activities.” 

“Do you think we ought 
to elect Presidents on the 
basis of digging up all the 
personal political dirt we 
can on their opponents?” 
Weicker continued. 

“. . . It puts it in a termi- 
nology that sounds bad,” re- 
sponded Haldeman, without 
giving ground. “I would say 
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that it’s very important to 
know the facts about an op- 
ponent in a political cam- 
paign, whatever they may 
be.” 

Later in the afternoon 
Weicker backed Haldeman 
up against the wail again in J 
questioning him , about a 
memo to Dean- on Feb. 9, j 
1973, that told Dean to have 
then-Attorney General Rich- 
ard G. Kleindienst order the 
FBI to investigate, purported 
Wiretapping of Mr. Nixon in 
the 1968 campaign. T h e < 
memo concluded w i t h in - 1 
structions to Dean to have ' 
Pepsieo Chairman Donald 
Kendall call in Pepsieo em- 
ployee Cartha DeLoach, a 
former high FBI official, 
and fire DeLoach if he 
didn’t provide the necessary 
information. 

After sparring with 
Weicker through three ques- 
tions, Haldeman finally con- 
ceded, “This was a question 
of applying additional pres- 
sure to attempt to get the 
information from M>. De- 
Loach.” 

The Haldeman who 
emerged from these inquir- . 
ies very much resembled the 


single-minded Haldeman of 
years past, the Haldeman 
who forced a transfer of the 
White House head of the Se- 
cret Service detail because 
he wouldn’t let a crowd rush 
past protective barriers for 
a “spontaneous” greeting of 
the President, or the Halde- 
# man who emerged briefly on 

I ' public television in Febru- 
ary, 1972, to say that critics 
oi: the administration’s Viet- 
nam polities were 
“consciously aiding and 
abetting the enemy.” 

Most of all, the Haldeman 
of the final day of testimony 
resembled the campaign 
chairman of 1962, who led 
Mr. Nixon’s troops to glori- 
ous defeat in what was sup- 
posed to be a political cake- 
walk against California in- 
cumbent Democratic Gov. 
Edmund G. Brown. 

| f A California court in 1964 
l |fo.und that Haldeman, using 
| fdocuments “amended and fi- 
; finally approved by Mr. Nixon 
; ^personally,” had .organized a 
j fphony Democratic commit- 
Jjtee aimed at disrupting the 
a Brown campaign. The com- 
pmittee cast aspersions on 
|| Democratic candidates for 
1 favoring the admission of 
'I mainland China into the 
lUnit'ed Nations. 

| J This week in the hearing 
||*oom, Haldeman spoke with 
^ bride of the restoration of 
| relations with “the People’s 
f |Republic of China” as a ma- 
! 6 jor accomplishment of the 
Nixon administration. He 
called it “Red China” in 
1962. 

The Senate Watergate 
committee, however, never 
really ventured into the 1962 
campaign. Inouye started 
out by reading from court 
transcripts, but he was 
blocked by the peppery Wil- 
son, who objected that the 
inquiry was irrelevant. 



